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NOTHING BUT THE............l.I...IC.C. 

FAX 

Date: 9/1/95 

TO: Steve Hahn, Operations, Kaiser-Hill, L.L.C. 
Phone &Ui FAX 8244 

From: Dan Boom, Site Wide Action Group, RMRS, L.L.C. 
Phone x8549 FAX x8556 

Subjeck OU 11 DRAFT RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 

Number of Pages (including this cover sheet) 5 I 

Steve: 

Please find FAXed the draft Responsiveness Summary to Public Comments on the 
Proposed Plan for OV 11, Please review and provide comments to me by close of 
business today, September'@, 1995. 

Copies of the draft Responsiveness Summary have been FAXed to Dave George 
(DOE) and Melinda Kassen (Kaiser-Hill) for camtnnent per our telephone 
conversation. 

Best Available Copy ADMlN RECORD 
BZ-A-000507 
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Best Available Copy 
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 

~amsl) S. Stone, Tschnical Advisor, Rocky Flata Cleanup Commission: 

I Comment 1 l 

Comment: It takes a great leap of faith to believe that OU 11 is not grossly oontamlnated. It is mare 
IogiCal to believe DOE desperately needs some positive action, but this is r10 way to get It. This field 
reprasents over I00 4cms of othennrise beautiful landwape that has been contaminated for yeam by 
mlllions of gallons of toxi0 waste water oontalnlng hiuh Ievsle of nltratea, metals, radionuolldea, volatile 
organic compound9, and 9eml-volatile organic ~0mpOU11d8. The organic oompunds will be assimilated 
with tlm. The nitratas may help grasa to gmw and reduce wlnd dispersion of the metala and 
mdlonuclldes, but tho racjionuclldes and soma metals will be there awatting disperslon for thousands of 
yeam. 

alven the pmxlmity of thls $Ib to t b  Metro Denver Area and development potential, I suggest that DOE 
provide more evidence of the alloged benign rlsks to human health. I request a oopy of the Final 
Combined Phases RFlml Report and other data that may support DOE'S pmposal, 

A8 you may know, the RFCC ia w completely Independent organlation dedicated to the safe and 
expedient cleanup of RFETS. I t ia a.NwrJ;red under Superfund to weeaa t4chnbl documents regarding 
the cleanup of the RFETS supeflund slte, as In this awe. Our main pmbiern is timely notice of the 
prellmlnary design data and a copy of the final document. We would eppreblate your help. mnks for your 
consideration. 

Rabponoe: The Opeable Unit 11 Final Combined Phases RFI/RI Report provides 8 comprehensive 
discussion of the OU 11 field investigation, site physical Chm%twi$tlcs, nature and extent of 
contamlnatlon, oontamlnant fate and transport, and tlsk assessment for human health and the 
mV~rOnment. Thia report has bsan avahble for mvlew at publio reading rooms a i m  June 26,1995. Mr, 
Stone has been provlded wtth a copy of the report. 

Charles C. McKay, Church Ranch: 

Glumtion: When did the site first be considered contaminated? 

Reapanae: The West Spray Field wae identified as a hazardous waste managomsnt unit reguiatatsd by 
tho Rmoum Conservation and Recowry Aat (RCFtA) In 1080 boause It wwi known to haw recelved 
water containing hazarddous wnstituents from the Solar Evaporation Ponds. This dosignation was made 
soon after the termination of spray operations in October 1 W3S. 
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Ous+tbn: Was site considered oontamlneted prior to thia report? 

Reaponma: Yes. The $ita has been recognized as potentlally contaminated since its deslgnatlon m a 
hazardow waste management unlt under RCRA In 1980. 

[ Question 3 1 
Queatim: Was the contaminated site the full 105 acrcrs prior to the nport? 

Rsrponse: The OU 11 bdundary ww established a6 part of the Identifimtion of the West Spray Flsld a8 
a hazardous Waste management unit under RCRA in 1986. Bawd on the operational hlstaty of the sitS 
the OU 11 boundary was established to encornpa8a all spray areas, but not all area within the OU I I 
boundaty reoehred direct spray application. 

I Question 4 I 
Qwstlon: This Wpod ooncludes that the alta 18 within aocreptable levels of omtamination far a 
resfdential us8 for a 30 year estimate. Does this mean the property aan be used ?or cornmetvial mining for 
the underlying mineral owners, as was previously approved and permitted? 

Rasponre: OU I 1  has met the criteria for No Action under the Colomdao Department of Public Health 
and Environment (CDPHE) CQnsewatlve Risk Screen using a residerrthl U B ~  scenario, ~ 1 9  documented in 
the FIm1 RFIIRI Report. The CDPHE Screen is designed 80 that any site meeting the No Action orbria is 
own for unrestricted use. The resfdentlal use 8C8nario integrated Into the CDPHE Screen utilizes more 
wnaetvative exposure crlterla than a rninlng wnario, and therefore, risk under 8 mining wenario would 
be less than presented within the final RFURI Report. Thus, commercial mining of the aite would not be 
affected with regard to OU 11. 

I Quastion 6 1 
Question: Will any mstrlctions be placed an the site for future development? 

Response: AS stated In more detall In the response to Question 4, the COPHE Screen IMS detemrined 
that the slte la open for unrestricted use with regard to OU 11. 

I Quertlon 6 I 
Qusdon: What Is plannad an Wing done to correct the public’s percaption that this area Is stlll 
contaminated? 

Responor: The Final Combined Phases RFVRI Report, Flnal Proposed Plan, and Final CADIROD are all 
dmuments available fot public review. Newspaper advertisements have been published in the Denver 
Post and Rocky Mountaln News notifying the public of the remedial alternative seleoted for QU 1 1. 
Additional newpaper advertlsemenb will inform the public 88 to the final clost.1r0 of OU 1 I as documented 
in the Corrective Action Deciaian/Record of Decision (CAD/ROD). 
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L Question 7 I 
Quaation: With regard to the conclusion that then? is very locallzed pomhlng of ground water, will the 
excavation of minerals from the site affect the ground water or the saturatlon rme? 

Rbsponeec Thla question annot be accurately answered without knowladge of the deslgn d&ail8 of 
the possible mining operation. 

I Question 8 I 
Qusdlon: With regard to the lwncluslon thsat current conditions are unlikely to result in e l e m  to the 
envfronment, would mining operations. which BW not 8 current wndition, result in suoh B reletwe? 

Rerponsa: The CDPHE Sareen has shown that there is no aignificant mume at OU 1 t for a reteaae. 
Theretore, B change in current mnditiona, such as the initiation of mining aetlvities, could not result in the 
release of chemimla that aonstltute a threat to human health and the environment. 

I Questlon 0 1 
Qwaetion: Wlth @$ad to the Btstatement that there is no current of imminent threcnt under present or 
projected land uma, do projected land UWS include mining? 

Reaponm: As atated In more dktail In the responm to Quaion 4, the residential scenario integrated 
into the CDPWE Screen is mora wnsarvative than a mlning xenarlo. Therutfam, there Is no current or 
imminent threat under present or projectad land USBB, Including mlning, with regard to OU 1 1. 

I Queatitm I O  I 
Queotfon: Does the conclusion that there is minimal rlsk from dermal exposure Indude an awurnption 
that mining may m u r  in the futuro and employees from a mining company m y  be on site excavating, eto. 
on a daily bash? 

Rempanse: As stated in more detdl in the response to Question 4, tho residential scenarlo Integrated 
into the CDPHE Screen 18 mre conservative than a mining saanarlo, Therefore, the Wfrorn deml  
exposure risk during mining would be Iem than the dermal exposum risk pmsmbd in tlw Find RFURl 
Repott. 

Quadan: Doe8 the oiosure plan a w m e  that mining advities could omt? The report does not 
address this. 

Rmponss: As stated in more detail in the mt3ponse to Question 4, the resldontial scenatio integrated 
into the CDPHE is more consenratfve than a mining sosnarlo. Additionally, Clean Closure under RCRA 
and the No Action decldorl under CERCLA irnpliea no restriaions are necessary to be protective of 
human health and the environment, inaiuding commercial mining restrictions. 

8 



SEP- 145 FRI 12:2U HLDG UI1U-lnterlockan FAX NU. 3U3 BBB t17U4 

Charles 6. Hecht, Attorney for Perry 8. McKay and Charles C. MeKay: 
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Comment: The McKw believe that the Final Report I5 inadequate. The Final Report (June 1995) 
concerning Operable Unit I 1 mncludes that "OU 11 poses mlnlmai health fish, 

mineral Intare& or the fact that mining has been permitted. Tho Final Wptt therefore does not address 
whether the use of this property for tho mlnlng of gravel, cJay, sand. and the lIM will pose arty hexarda to 
the human health or the envimnment. These ISSUBB need to be sp9cMcally addressed particularly 88 the 
Final Report doe$ indicate the pr@aonce of Americium-241, Plutonilrm-258,24CI, Trltium, and 
Nltrate/NWte in the surflclal and subsurface molls. Identically, the effect of mining on the localized perched 
ground water noted in the Report must be apecillcally addmessed. Finally, the Final Report do99 not 
address what remediation aotivltles will be necessary to permit full use of the property or the time table for 
such remediation activities. 

However, the Final Rqort fails to discuss at all let alone address the McK~ky's 

Ftmrponse: The Final RFVRI Report does not speclflcally Include teferences to mlnlng. However, the 
residential scenarlo integrated In the CDPHE Screen la mare cansemttive than a mining scenario, 
Therefore, mMng of this site would not pose sjgnlfjcant risk to human health or the environment with 
regard to OU 11. Furthermore, RCRA Clem Closure and the NQ Action decision under CERCLA imply 
that na restrictlone, including mining reatrlctions, are neceasaly to be protective d human health and the 
envirmment. 


